
 

 
May 25, 2022 

 
 

 
Addition to the Consent Agenda Item 6.1.7 Questions received from Council seeking 
additional information and the corresponding responses provided by staff regarding the May 
25, 2022 Council agenda items.   
 
 
Council Meeting of May 25, 2022 
 
Responses Appreciated Prior to Meeting 
 
6.3 Ministry of Transportation - Highway 6 and 401 Improvements from Hamilton to Guelph 
-does staff have any comments or concerns with the 2021 Annual Compliance Report? 

 
Staff do not have any specific concerns with the report itself.  The main outstanding 
issues that we continue to work with the MTYO and its consultants on are the design 
concerns previously outlined which still need to be resolved during the final design 
process.  This primarily pertains to two issues: 

 emergency vehicle access to the 401 corridor  
 loss of employment lands at midblock as well as access to remaining lands at the 

midblock 
 
6.6 Association of Municipalities of Ontario - 2022 Delegation Form 
- do we have proposed delegations to be discussed? 
 

 Bill 109 implementation is a concern however given that this bill has received royal 
ascent, there is not much Puslinch can do.  The collective concerns may be best 
addressed through the work AMO is doing.  We are also to receive information from the 
county about the impacts of this legislation. 

 Excess soil regs being deferred for one year has been disappointing, however it is highly 
unlikely that the province will change its decision made early this year.  We have already 
submitted comments voicing concerns/disagreement with this decision.  

May 25, 2022 Regular Council Meeting  



 

 Growth options for Puslinch.  We have requested an update on this issue from the 
County and asked for their input to see if a delegation request would be beneficial to the 
already ongoing process or not. 

 
6.20 City of Thorold Resolution - Russian Sanctions 
-do we buy any products identified as originated from Russia or Belorussia? 
 

Staff are not aware of any purchased items coming from these locations. 
 
9.2.2 Report FIN 2022-019 - 2021 Township General Surplus  
-p.139 re table showing the yearly asset management reserve;  
Does it include the 2021 surplus? ?  
 

It includes a portion of the 2021 general surplus of $494,206 which is calculated as 
$569,206 less truck repair costs of $40K less Roads Management Plan costs of $35K. 
 

Do the other years include projected annual surpluses? 
 
No, only the current year 2022 includes the 2021 general surplus. 

 
What is the annual surplus for each of the last five years ie 2017 to 2021? 
 

2017 Surplus          404,081  
2018 Surplus          421,827  
2019 Surplus          542,282  
2020 Surplus          379,810  
2021 Surplus          569,206  

 
-p. 141 why are “By-law – Eng. Env. Fees Recovered” considered as an expense? 
 

It is not considered an expense. The $1,300 noted in the report was a reduction in the 
recovery account based on an adjusting journal entry posted in the system as 
recommended by the auditor after preparation of the Fourth Quarter Financial Report.  
 



 

9.2.2 – Township General Surplus – the additional funds required for the roads management 
plan are due to additional details required in base information.  What does the additional 
information entail and when is the roads management plan anticipated to be complete? 
 

The additional information basically pertains to a little more detail required to develop 
their plans and recommendations.  The proposal was based in part on a list of previous 
studies and reports that were already completed.   Once these historical report were 
reviewed it was determined that additional fieldwork was required to determine/confirm 
some of the physical characteristics and dimensions of some roadways.    
We anticipate being able to have this Plan to Council before the end of this summer. 

 
9.3.3 Report ADM-2022-030 - De Corso Enterprise Limited Permit to Take Water  
What are staff’s and Harden’s comments requesting a 5 year PTTW rather than a 10 year 
PTTW? 
 

Source Water Protection Comments: 
Staff doesn’t have a strong opinion on this for this site, most golf course PTTWs are for 
10 years as they are seasonal.  Typically, would be for it to remain a 10 year permit 
unless there are technical reasons why it should be less.  If Council were to request a 5 
year permit they may be putting Victoria East at a disadvantage compared to other golf 
courses, and may be asked what the request is based on. 
 
Harden’s comments: 
It is advisable to request a 5 year term to have an opportunity to provide input on this 
and other takings.  I am hoping that conditions regarding multiple aquifer penetrating 
wells will start showing up on permits and if we allow a ten year permit that will set back 
timing of action.   
 

Conestoga Badger ERO 9.3.4 
Please direct me to the statement from the province re: zoning that is mentioned bottom of p.2 
of Kyle’s report 
 

This is noted in the document that Source Water Protection reviewed when drafting this 
report. It was Consent Item 6.24 from thee May 4, 2022 Council agenda package (see 
attached) 

 



 

Film Policy 9.3.5 
What is the definition of a property owner? 

 
In terms of notifications, the intent is to notify the owner/resident/occupant as the 
objective is to make people at the location aware of the filming activity.  The only 
different aspect referring to owner is where proposed changes on site are considered, 
and we indicate that that must have permission of the owner to trim trees, etc.  

 
Vehicle, Traffic & Parking - Signage – is this supplied by applicant? Or available from the 
township so it conforms with proper standards? 

 
These will be supplied by the applicant.  The Township does not have the funds or 
storage space required to maintain an inventory for use by others.  These can usually be 
readily obtained through various contractor supply rental companies. 

 
Is night filming approval/denial given after fee is paid? Please clarify the process flow. 

 
Section 3(d) indicates that the fee is paid with application.  The purpose for the fee is to 
cover township costs associated with reviewing and processing the applications 
received.  Costs include staff time, printing and postage costs for notifications etc.  As 
such, the approval/denial of a application is provided after the fee is paid. 

 
From a resident perspective, how would the process differ if it was a policy vs bylaw? Please 
give an example. 
 

The process for reviewing and adopting a policy versus by-law is generally the same with 
the exception of certain by-laws that require statutory public meetings.  
 
In almost all cases, filming on site is done by a film production company.  This is viewed 
as a co-operative process with the production company.  It is in their best interest to 
work with the municipality to enable them to film their production in the location that 
they have chosen.  The reason we would have a bylaw in place would be to have 
enforcement mechanisms for common problem situations encountered with an 
activity.  Given the nature of this activity, the use of a policy is the common approach 
used by municipalities for filming.  For the resident, there really is not much of an impact 



 

as if they are within a specified distance they will be notified.   Beyond that, the policy 
ensures public safety by maintaining open roads and emergency access. 

 
9.3.6 Report ADM-2022-033 Sunrise Therapeutic Riding & Learning Centre Site Plan Control 
Agreement Request  
-p. 174 re “When considering the information above, the decision to waive the Cash in Lieu of 
Parkland Dedication fee is subject to a number of strict criteria.”; what is this criteria? 
 

As noted in the report, the criteria that needs to be met in order for a fee to be waived are as 
follows: 
 Must not constitute bonusing under Section 106 of the Municipal Act 
 Council must considered it to be in the interests of the municipality to waive the fee 

 
 
-will we be setting a precedent for other not for profit organizations? 

 
As noted in the report, the provisions of the Municipal Act would limit the possibility of 
setting a precedent for waiving the fee for all development applications. While not for 
profit organizations are not subject to Section 106 of the Municipal Act, Council would 
still need to determine if waiving the fee would be in the interest of the municipality. It 
may become a more common practice for not for profit organizations to request aid by 
way of waiving fees, however approval would still be at the discretion of Council.  

 
-p.175 taking into consideration the identified reduction what is the value of the security fee? 

 
The reduced approximate value of securities is $100,000 (based on the Township’s initial 
review). The original value based on the percentages outlined in the report was 
$205,000 

 
9.6.1 PW-2022-003 - Tender Results for the 2022 Asphalt Program and Gilmour Road Culvert  
-what amount of funds are left in the gravel roads discretionary reserve after the drawdown 
cited in the report?  

 
December 31, 2021 Balance - $275,000 
2022 Budget Contribution - $207,800 
2022 Withdrawal based on Tender Results for the 2022 Asphalt Program  - $(256,797) 



 

Projected December 31, 2022 Balance - $226,003 
 

Regarding the tender results for 2022 Asphalt and Culvert.  A significant portion of the 
additional cost is proposed to come from gravel roads discretionary reserve.  What will be the 
projected balance in that reserve if the additional $208,797 is used towards Concession 7?   

 
Response provided above. 

 
Are there any anticipated shortages in any of the reserves over the next couple of years based 
on the additional funds required coming out of the recommended reserves? 
 

Township staff have reviewed the Gravel Roads Improvement Discretionary Reserve, 
Canada Community Building Fund Restricted Reserve, and the Roads and Related 
Services Development Charges Restricted Reserve and there are no anticipated shortfalls 
in the short-term based on the current ten year plan and based on the additional funds 
required as outlined in the tender results report.  

 
Sunrise 9.3.6 
Cash in Lieu 
P2 paragraph 3 “the decision to waive the Cash in Lieu of Parkland dedication fee is subject to a 
number of strict criteria.”  What are these criteria? 

 
As noted in the report, the criteria that needs to be met in order for a fee to be waived are as 
follows: 
 Must not constitute bonusing under Section 106 of the Municipal Act 
 Council must considered it to be in the interests of the municipality to waive the fee 

 
What options are being presented?  
Security Deposit 
What do other municipalities do with non-profit organizations with building costs of this 
amount? 

Staff have not done a municipal scan. This can be a time consuming task and likely 
would delay the progress of this application. Staff can perform this review as part of the 
annual user fees and charges process starting in the next few months.  

 
What options are being presented? One is to reduce 50%, is this $100 000? 



 

 
As noted in the report, staff are seeking Council’s direction as follows: 

 Regarding the request to waive the requirement for securities, the options are: 
o Waive the requirement for securities  
o Maintain the requirement for securities at a reduced amount (approximately 

50%) 
o Maintain the requirement for securities at the standard amount in accordance 

with the percentages set out in the report  
 

The reduced approximate value of securities is $100,000 (based on the Township’s initial 
review). The original value based on the percentages outlined in the report was 
$205,000 

 
Item 9.3.8 Heritage Register Objection Letter.  – The letter speaks to the objection due mostly 
to the wood sided and stone foundation barn and the cost to maintain and upkeep.   However, 
the only structure identified as having heritage value is the house.  Is there a way to for the 
barn to be specifically noted as excluded so that the owners can be provided with some 
reassurance that the barn would not require any special consideration in the case of 
demolition? 
Also under the cultural value it speaks to history of Puslinch stonemason Dan McQuillan.  Is this 
an architechtural feature?  Is this the only house with this historical value or are there others in 
the township? 

 
Since publishing the staff report, staff received confirmation from the property owner 
that the objection has been withdrawn. Staff will make note of this when the report is 
being considered at the meeting.  

 
 
10.1 Harden Environmental Peer Review - Blue Triton 2021 Annual Monitoring Report  
-p. 213 re recommendation 2;  
Blue Triton in an April 20th email indicated that they have 3 monitoring wells in place and can 
provide the associated raw data. Is this recommendation 2 therefore still necessary? 
-p. 214 re “The Township of Puslinch should be considering a Bylaw prohibiting the construction 
of multiple aquifer penetrating wells in the areas of influence of the Region of Waterloo 
municipal wells, the City of Guelph municipal wells and the industrial wells in the Aberfoyle 
area.”  



 

Do we have the authority to do so?  
To go down to the deep aquifer you need to pass through multiple aquifers. Does Harden mean 
to state “without a casing” in this recommendation? 
 

Stan will be available at the meeting to respond to this.  
 
Harden Correspondance: 
Many times throughout the correspondence I’ve noted the need for coordinated monitoring 
from all water takers and especially for the sharing of data in order to get a better 
understanding of what is happening with water in Puslinch.  How can we start the process of 
collective data sharing? 
Are there any examples where a regional analysis of cumulative lower aquifer water taking 
exists?  
Re: by law prohibiting multiple aquifer penetrating wells – How would this work on small lots 
where the only option for geothermal is to go down rather than out? 

 
Stan will be available at the meeting to respond to this.  

 



  

 

Ministry of the Environment, 
Conservation and Parks 
Client Services and  
Permissions Branch 
1st Floor 
135 St. Clair Avenue W 
Toronto ON  M4V 1P5 
Tel.:  416 314-8001 
Fax.: 416 314-8452 

Ministère de l’Environnement, de la 
Protection de la nature et des Parcs 
Direction des services à la clientèle et 
des permissions 
Rez-de-chaussée 
135, avenue St. Clair Ouest 
Toronto ON  M4V 1P5 
Tél. : 416 314-8001 
Téléc. : 416 314-8452

 

357-2022-6 
April 25, 2022 
 

 
Thank you for your email to Minister Piccini regarding environmental compliance approval 
(ECA) Number A-500-9115596750, issued July 23, 2021, which is for a waste management 
system. This approval allows Conestoga Badger Inc. to pick up and transport approved 
wastes to a ministry approved site for disposal. I am pleased to respond. 
 
Under their waste management system ECA, the company may temporarily store hauled 
sewage in their vehicles overnight if that hauled sewage cannot be disposed of at sites 
approved to receive that type of waste during one business day. At no time can hazardous 
and non-hazardous waste be transferred to or stored at the 6678 Wellington Road 34, 
Cambridge site. All wastes handled by the company must be transferred to a permitted 
treatment or disposal facility. This approval does not allow for any spreading of hauled 
sewage at the site. Should you notice any illegal dumping or spreading at the site, please 
contact our Guelph District Office at 519-826-4256. An Environmental Officer will be sent to 
the site to investigate the matter.  
 
Conestoga Badger Inc. also has a hydro-excavation (hydrovac) operation at this site. The 
company collects soil using their hydrovac equipment and manages the soil at the site.  
This operation did not require a waste disposal site ECA until Ontario Regulation 406/19: 
On-site and Excess Soil Management (Regulation) came into effect. The company is now 
required to obtain a waste site ECA related to their hydrovac system and is working with the 
ministry on submitting the application package.    
 
 
 
 

…2 
  



 

 

The ministry has not yet received an application for the management of excess soil at the 
facility (application for a waste disposal site approval). Once received, the ministry will 
review and assess the need for any groundwater and/or surface water monitoring 
requirements. This proposal when submitted will be posted on the Environmental Registry 
for public review and comments. The proponent would also be required to notify the 
neighbours in proximity of the site about the proposal and that the recipient would be able to 
communicate any comments/concerns they may have directly to the ministry.   
 
The applicant is responsible, in consultation with the local municipality, for ensuring the 
proposed location is zoned appropriately. 
 
The ministry is currently reviewing an application for an air/noise approval, submitted by 
2374868 Ontario Inc., for the operation of the hydrovac and liquid soil processing facility. 
This application is posted on the Environmental Registry and the public comment period is  
from March 31, 2021 to May 15, 2022 – you can view the posting here: 
https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-3437. If this proposal is approved, a decision notice will be 
posted to the Environmental Registry at that link. The approval can be appealed to the 
Ontario Lands Tribunal within 15 days of its issuance.  
 
If you have further environmental questions related to permissions, please contact me at 
416-302-4063. 
 
Thank you again for writing. 
 
Sincerely,  

Heather Malcolmson  
Director 
Client Services and Permissions Branch 
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Environmental Registry of Ontario

ERO (Environmental

Registry of Ontario)

number

019-3437

Ministry reference

number

1000112076

Notice type Instrument

Act Environmental Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990

Posted by Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks

Notice stage Proposal Updated

Proposal posted March 31, 2021

Comment period March 31, 2021 - May 15, 2021 (45 days) Closed

Last updated March 4, 2022

This consultation was open from:

March 31, 2021 

to May 15, 2021

Proposal summary

This proposal is for a new Environmental Compliance

Approval (air) for 2374868 Ontario Inc. (Incorporated), a

hydrovac and liquid soil processing facility located in the City

of Cambridge, Regional Municipality of Waterloo.

2374868 Ontario Inc.

Instrument type: Environmental Compliance Approval (air)

(/taxonomy/term/374)

This proposal notice has been updated on date March 04, 2022 to advise the

public that this application is still under active review. The ministry is reviewing

the comments it has received to date. The original proposal date and comment

period have not been altered.

March 4, 2022

https://ero.ontario.ca/
https://ero.ontario.ca/taxonomy/term/374


Location

details

Site address

6678 Wellington Road 34 

Cambridge, ON 

Canada

Site location map

The location pin re�ects the approximate area where environmental activity is

taking place.

View this location on a map (https://maps.google.com/?

q=43.4453,-80.252738)

Proponent(s)
2374868 Ontario Inc. 

6678 WELLINGTON ROAD 34 

Cambridge, ON 

N3C 2V4 

Canada

Proposal

details

This proposal is for a new Environmental Compliance Approval (air) for

2374868 Ontario Inc. (Incorporated), a hydrovac and liquid soil processing

facility located in the City of Cambridge, Regional Municipality of Waterloo.

This proposal includes all emission sources from the facility that exhaust to the

atmosphere including:

one roto-screener equipped with one diesel engine

materials storage

transfer, sorting, and screening activities

Contaminant emissions to the atmosphere include:

particulate matter

nitrogen oxides

noise

https://maps.google.com/?q=43.4453,-80.252738


Supporting

materials

View materials in person

Important notice: Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, viewing supporting

materials in person is not available at this time.

Please reach out to the Contact listed in this notice to see if alternate

arrangements can be made.

Comment Commenting is now closed.

The comment period was from March 31, 2021 

to May 15, 2021

Connect with

us

Contact

Client Services and

Permissions Branch

416-314-8001 or 1-800-461-6290

enviropermissions@ontario.ca

tel:416-314-8001or1-800-461-6290
mailto:enviropermissions@ontario.ca

